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For: METHOD AND HIERARCHICAL RADIO NETWORK OPERATIONS SYSTEM FOR 
CONTROLLING A MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS NETWORK 



In accordance with the Pre-Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program guidelines set forth in 
the July 12, 2005 Official Gazette Notice, Applicant hereby submits this Pre-Appeal Brief 
Request for Review of the final rejections of claims 1-24 in the above identified application. 
Claims 1-24 were finally rejected in the Office Action dated April 29, 2008. Applicant hereby 
appeals these rejections and submit this Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review. 

The final Office Action rejected claims 1, 2, 7, 9-11, and 21-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) 
as being anticipated by Park et al. (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0006779, hereinafter 
"Park"). The final Office Action also rejected claims 3 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Park in view of Concept and main requirements 3GPP TS 32.600 4.0.0 
Release 4 (3 GPP) and further in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0037395 to Sabat Jr. 
et al. (Sabat). The final Office Action rejected claims 6, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Park and further in view of 3 GPP. 

With respect to the rejection of independent claims 1,10, and 21-24, the Office Action 
took that position that Park anticipates "controlling a mobile communications network by a 
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hierarchical radio network operation system with at least one radio network operations system on 
a subordinate level and a radio network operations system on a superior level, wherein the 
controlling comprises initialing a controlling action on the part of the radio network operations 
system on the superior level (see Office Action, page 2, item 2, lines 3-12). Applicants submit 
that there is clear error with regard to the anticipation of at least one element of claims 1, 10, and 
22-24, upon which claims 2-9 and 11-20 are dependent. Applicants respectfully assert that the 
final rejection is clearly improper and should be withdrawn, as discussed below. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the present claims recite subject matter which is 
neither disclose or suggest, either expressly or inherently, by Park. For example, Applicants 
submit that Park does not disclose, either expressly or inherently, "controlling a mobile 
communications network by a hierarchical radio network operations system with at least one 
radio network operations system on a subordinate level and a radio network operations system 
on a superior level, wherein the controlling comprises initiating a controlling action on the part 
of the radio network operations system on the superior level" (emphasis added), as recited in 
claim 1, and as similarly recited in claims 10 and 22-24. 

Park generally discusses managing a mobile communications network ... by means of a 
telecommunication management network (TMN) (see Park, Paragraph [0026] and Figure 1). 
The TMN comprises a TMN network management center 100 , a TMN repeater 201 installed 
within a base station manager (BSM) 200, a local TMN repeater 301 installed within each of 
control stations 300, and a sub block statement management section 401 installed within each of 
base stations 400 (see Park, Paragraph [0026] and Figure 1). More particularly, Park explicitly 
states: 

The TMN network management center 100 manages a state information, i.e., 
configuration, fault, performance, statistics, etc., of sub blocks 202, 302, 402 
installed within the BSM 200, the plurality of control stations 300, the plurality of 
base stations 400 by means of the TMN method, and simultaneously transfer a 
common management information service element (CMISE) service execute 
instructions ... to the TMN repeater 301 within the BSM 200. 

(see Park, Paragraph [0027]). 

However, the Office Action, in a clear erroneous 'manner, alleged that the control station 

300 described in Park corresponds to the "radio network operations system on a subordinate 

level" as recited in claim 1, for example, and the TMN network management center 100 
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described in Park corresponds to the "radio network operations system on a superior level", as 
recited in claim 1 , for example. 

Rather, a person of ordinary skill in the art (POSA), when reading Park, would clearly 
understand that TMN network management center 100 manages state information of the 
respective sub blocks installed in the BSM 200, the control stations 300, and the base stations 
400, and, therefore, could not correspond to a "radio network operations system on a superior 
level. Furthermore, a POSA would clearly understand that the control station 300 described in 
Park does not constitute a "radio network operations system on a subordinate level", as recited in 
claim 1, because the control station 300 described in Park serves as a generator for state 
information, i.e., configuration, fault, performance, statistics, etc., of the sub block 302 (see Park, 
Paragraph [0041]). As such, the Office Action's interpretation of the control station 300 and the 
TMN network management center 100, as described in Park, is in clear error. 

Therefore, in view of the above, a POSA would understand, when reading Park, that Park 
does not disclose, either expressly or inherently, "radio network operations system on a 
subordinate level and a radio network operations system on a superior level", as recited in claim 
1, and as similarly recited in claims 10 and 22-24. Thus, Applicants submit that the final 
rejection is in clear error and should be withdrawn. 

Furthermore, as indicated in the Response filed on February 28, 2008, Sabat generally 
describes an architecture for providing operations and maintenance functionality in an open 
access wireless signal distribution system. Moreover, 3 GPP generally discusses the 
configuration management (CM) aspects of managing a 3G network and defines a set of control 
to be employed to effect set-up and changes to a 3G network in such a way that operational 
capability and Quality of Service, network integrity and system inter working are ensured. 
However, it is submitted that nothing was found or cited in either Sabat or 3 GPP that cures the 
deficiencies of Park as discussed above with respect to the independent claims. Therefore, Park, 
Sabat, and 3GPP, taken alone or in combination, fail to disclose, either expressly or implicitly, 
all of the elements of the independent claims. 

Claims 2-9 and 11-21 are dependent upon independent claims 1 and 10, respectively. 
Therefore, claims 2-9 and 11-21 should be allowed for at least their dependence upon claims 1 
and 10, and for the specific limitations recited therein. 



-3- 



Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections, in view of the clear errors in the Office 
Action, is respectfully requested. In the event this paper is not being timely filed, the applicant 
respectfully petitions for an appropriate extension of time. Any fees for such an extension 
together with any additional fees may be charged to Counsel's Deposit Account 50-2222. 
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